This article assesses the performance of U.S. planning programs relative to their administrative location in design versus nondesign units. We use both archival data to compare program rankings between design and nondesign units and a survey of a random sample of faculty (108 at 61 accredited programs). The archival data show a higher publication performance of programs in nondesign units. The survey finds that faculty respondents from nondesign locations have more favorable evaluations of their programs than do respondents from design locations. Administrators and faculty differ: while faculty in design units score their programs dramatically lower, administrators have a moderate difference in the reverse direction.
Introduction
States to test whether the success and professional satisfaction of planning faculty is affected by the administrative location of the planning program to which they belong. We find some evidence of a slight preference by planning faculty for a nondesign location in terms of research productivity and other indicators of professional satisfaction. However, we find no such evidence for faculty members who also perform a role as administrator.
Background
To contextualize our study, we begin with an overview of how, and in what sense, the relationship between planning, architecture, and to some extent landscape architecture has been strained in recent decades, in part a function of the role of and approach to design. We briefly outline planning in academia, and then, more specific to our research question, the ways in which planning and architecture, landscape architecture, and urban design (or design), interrelate. In particular, we look at the loss of a design focus in urban planning in general and, conversely, the loss of a social, political, and economic context in architecture. These two types of disconnects not only form the basis of significant criticism both within and outside of each field but also provide an important backdrop to our investigation of planning and design and how these domains interact in a university setting.
A brief history of planning education in the United States highlights the variability of design in planning education. Officially, planning education started with specialized courses in civic design at Harvard University and the University of Liverpool in 1909. In the decade following, many planning courses were established in the world's leading universities. These courses were often taught as part of landscape architecture, and thus planning pedagogy emerged out of a design tradition. In fact, the early planning programs established at Harvard, Illinois, and Berkeley were all created in landscape architecture programs and headed by landscape architects. The planning programs at MIT and Cincinnati also emerged out of landscape architecture.
By 1928, there was a push among planners to go beyond specialized courses in landscape architecture, and they lobbied for the establishment of separate programs and departments in order to establish their own identity. A conference in 1928 at Columbia University was devoted to this purpose, and the proposed curricula of new planning programs were discussed by planning luminaries like Thomas Adams, John Nolen, Henry Hubbard, and Charles Merriam. Their guidelines emphasized the importance of synthesizing information, but they remained steadfast to the view that the primary task of planning was to design the city in physical terms. With the establishment of planning programs at Harvard and the University of Illinois in 1929, however, a gradual widening of planning's scope was set in motion. Raoul Garcia (1993) , in his exhaustive survey of the history of planning education, traced the influence of the Chicago School on planning's redirection away from design toward social science-motivated by a quest for legitimacy as a "scientific" discipline. Since then, planning in academia has been dominated by applied social science research, moving away from an exclusive focus on physical form toward a wider range of social, environmental, and economic concerns (e.g., Bothwell et al. 2004; Talen 2005) .
Planning and the Link to Design
As a backdrop to our evaluation of planning's connection to design on American campuses, we include here a review of the substantive connections between planning, urban design, architecture, and landscape architecture as interrelated fields of study. Within its own domain, planning has struggled with the proper role of design since the mid-twentieth century (see, e.g., Hoppenfeld 1960) . The tension revolves around two different notions of planning: planning as a physically oriented search for ideal urban form versus planning as a more process-oriented discipline. These tensions were explored in a review of planning theory literature in the edited volume The Profession of City Planning, Changes, Images and Challenges: 1950 -2000 (Rodwin and Sanyal 2000 , where a sizable majority of the 35 papers touch in some way on the separation, but possible convergence, of planning as urban design versus planning as process.
The conflict is tied to the fallout from the negative effects of urban renewal in the 1950s and 1960s. Both planning and architecture had helped to implement the failed modernist concepts of slum clearance, superblocks, inner-city expressways, and a host of other redevelopment disasters. Both professions subsequently withdrew from the field; architecture retreated from dealing with social goals to focus on aesthetics, "exchanging the role of environmental designer for that of fashion maven" (Rybczynski 2000, 215) . The planning profession, having no "sheltered field of professional activity" to retreat to, recast itself as a profession of negotiators and land use regulators. Lynch (1981) elucidated this essential tension by arguing that the three theoretical branches of planning-how decisions are made, how form can be predicted, and what good urban form ought to be-were not integrated.
A shift toward two-dimensional plans, socioeconomic analysis, and the implementation of land development rules in the last half of the twentieth century meant that planning retreated from its traditional focus on the design of cities-at least as a dominant concern. Yet at least some part of planning has always been connected to design. Even in the 1950s, the editors of the Journal of the American Planning Association were writing about the importance of design in planning (1952) . Planners like Edmund Bacon (1963) were looking for ways to integrate design into the comprehensive planning process, perhaps by instituting a "basic design framework" that would be flexible and easy to comprehend (Hoppenfeld 1960, 103) . Hans Blumenfeld thought that design ought to be used to awaken "the public consciousness" and better integrate urban movement and city form (1967, 204) .
Since the 1980s, concern for design in planning has alternated between design as a variable in social science research (see, e.g., Greenberg and Rohe 1984) , to design as a normative planning goal (Jacobs and Appleyard 1987; Fink 1993 ; see also Niebanck 1993) . To some extent, the concern for design has been replaced by a concern for place (e.g., Johnson 2009; Project for Public Spaces Inc. 2000) , although the two notions are difficult to disassociate. The concern for places is also evident in awards, such as the Great Places Award (EDRA, Places Design Observer, Metropolis Magazine 2010), and the Rudy Bruner Award for Urban Excellence (2010). In planning scholarship oriented toward social science research, design ideals have become something to be tested. Thus planners might be engaged in an effort to discover how physical aspects of places affect human feeling, thoughts, and behavior (Lund 2003; Rodríguez, Khattak, and Evenson 2006; Dumbaugh and Rae 2009; Nasar 1997) , or whether design, in fact, matters at all (Ryan and Weber 2007) .
The turn more directly toward urban design among urban planners in recent years is borne out of a recognition that most planning activities have implications for physical design. Failure to acknowledge that connection has left planning open to critique related to planning practice (Talen 2009 ). Zoning codes, for example, regulate the height and footprint of buildings, landscaping, open space, and the number and location of parking spaces, all of which could be considered important aspects of place design. Appearances of places are important (Nasar 1997) , and most American communities have design review (International City Management Association 1984; Lightner 1993) . The review may cover bulk, style, scale, materials, and environmental or historical factors, but it most often evaluates the compatibility of the design with its context (Lightner 1993; Preiser and Rohane 1988) , and planners often serve on design review boards or, as city staff, make recommendations to it. Form-based codes also take into account appearances and the three-dimensional aspect of form (Parolek, Parolek, and Crawford 2008) . Failure to fully understand the effect of planning rules on sprawl and other manifestations of a poorly designed urban realm have made planning's integration with design more important than ever (Ben-Joseph 2005) .
This interest in design among planners does not mean that planners, architects, landscape architects, and urban designers are on the same page when it comes to design (Nasar, Preiser, and Fisher 2007) . Even where planners do engage in urban design research and practice, design is likely to be approached differently. Architects approach the design of a city as an arrangement of three-dimensional objects: massing, texture, materials, and the unique design of individual buildings and spaces, while planners have broader social, economic, and ecological purposes in mind. Architects tend to focus on the product, whereas planners focus on the process or second-order design (George 1997) . Landscape architects are often closer to the planner's view of design, as their multidisciplinary approach often incorporates social, economic, and ecological concerns-in addition to their traditional concern for environmental factors-in site design. However, although there is still a connection between planning and landscape architecture, the emergence in landscape architecture of "modernism" and trends such as "landscape urbanism" have moved some educators and practitioners (such as Charles Waldheim and Peter Walker) toward an emphasis on avant-garde art.
During the 1960s and 1970s, when there was a huge growth in landscape architecture programs, faculty members were hired with advanced degrees with a practical and professional practice emphasis, and who had already had an undergraduate degree and possibly some professional experience in landscape architecture. In the late 1970s and early 1980s, the next generation of faculty members changed. Many of them lacked degrees or experience in the landscape architecture, and instead had degrees in art and the humanities. This coincided with Peter Walker taking over the program at Harvard and redirecting if toward avant-garde high art and abstract theory, stripped of its postwar practical approach that considered social, economic, ecological, and practical factors. Now, many landscape architecture programs have faculty who trace their lineage directly or indirectly to this avant-garde approach from Harvard.
In many ways, the difference between the high design and planning approach mirror differences in other fields (such as industrial design, marketing, or psychotherapy) with gaps between research and practice as well as differences within the design field itself. In the Environmental Design Research Association (EDRA), 2 there is a long history of discussion of the gap between design research and design practice and ways to "bridge the gap" (see, e.g., Altman 1973; Kuo 2002) . Although papers at early EDRA conferences were optimistic about the use of research in design, from the fourth conference onward, papers expressed concerns about application (Kuo 2002) . The seventh conference even had "Beyond the applicability gap" as a theme (Suedfeld and Russell 1976) . Two years later, a conference organizer referred to a large body of research on research use and noted a distinction between the acquisition of knowledge and its use and reported survey results that supported a two-community interpretation between researchers and designers (Seidel 1978) . More than 40 years later and after multiple published studies have provided a better understanding of how "the planning, design, and management of the built environment influence and help shape our behavior, attitudes, health, and well-being" at a variety of scales and places, Becker (2005) noted that "what it has not done is eliminate the 'gap' between architects and designers and social scientists."
Design in architecture is often concept driven, has one client (such as a private developer), and the buildings and places are conceived and built at once (Talen 2009 ). In contrast, for planners, urban design has many unknown and independent clients, many independently owned sites, various kinds of financing, a longer time frame, and unpredictability. Planners, and often landscape architects, merge multiple goals-human, functional, environmental, economics, safety, etc.-to involve people in creating a plan that improves the quality of life for those who use it. Physical planners need to know the questions to ask, how to set criteria, to determine the relevance of criteria, and to evaluate the design relative to the criteria. They lay the ground rules, through design guidelines and other mechanisms that builders must meet.
Planners and architects are likely to have a different view about the role of design in social policy. Planners have faulted architects for failing to understand the broader social implications of their designs. A lack of commitment to "real world" engagement was famously pointed out in the Boyer Report (Boyer and Mitgang 1996) , a study of architectural education, which argued that architecture programs put too much emphasis on the design studio and not enough on social relevance. In planning circles, it is something of a cliché to posit that architects only look at buildings and fail to understand broader contexts (Jacobs 1961) . But recent works have extolled the problem to a wider audience. John Silber, former Boston University president, following in the tradition of Tom Wolfe, Prince Charles, Leon Krier, and other critics of the architectural avant garde, wrote a scathing review of the disregard of real-world concerns in current architectural practice in the book Architecture of the Absurd: How "Genius" Disfigured a Practical Art (Silber 2007) . For a sociological critique of architecture's focus on the individual creative genius and flaws in architectural education, see Stevens (1998) . While many architects and architectural educators have opted for the architect-as-artist metaphor, planners have been more open to conceiving of design principles in broader terms, such that some planners believe that urban design should work for and satisfy the occupants and play a legitimate role in the achievement of multiple human goals, such as health, safety, aesthetic, economic, cultural, technical, temporal, and ecological (Talen 2009 ). This difference in the importance given to design as a statement versus design as satisfying fundamental needs puts architects and planners in conflict. Architects tend to emphasize product, and view research and any underlying social agenda with suspicion (see, e.g., Crawford et al. 2007) . Planners, on the other hand, tend to emphasize multiple objectives and criteria as well as analytical or collaborative process in the application of design.
Differing Academic Standards
What do these differences mean in terms of how planning and the more traditional design schools, especially architecture, operate in a university? Overall, success in planning academia is based largely on peer-reviewed publications, a necessity for hiring, promotion, and tenure. In architecture schools, success is based more on success in the design world-competitions, exhibitions-than on peer-reviewed publications and citations. For example, at several leading institutions, 3 architecture or landscape architecture faculty can be evaluated as "artists" and, as such, recognition of "creative work" is prominent.
In practical terms, architecture faculty can be promoted based on "contributions to prestigious but non-peer reviewed journals," whereas for planning faculty, non-peer-reviewed publications are unlikely to count for much. Another difference is that, for architecture faculty, "exhibitions held in reputable galleries and museums are considered most important," but this is not likely to be of much import in planning faculty evaluation. The idea that "a faculty member's credibility is further advanced by the reputation of the curators, jurors, or panelists involved in the selection of creative work for exhibition" is, in planning academia, not relevant.
In what ways are these divisions reflected in the organization of design and planning education, especially the ways in which planning and design programs are merged or separated in universities? Previous research on the administrative homes of the two disciplines found that they had diverged, and that if they were integrated, it was only for "pragmatic reasons" (Dagenhart and Sawicki 1992) . What importance do these varying contexts have in terms of how planning faculty view their positions?
We expected to find discernible differences for research, orientation, productivity, and other assessments between planning programs located in design schools/colleges as opposed to those located in nondesign administrative units. We also suspected that administrators and faculty members might differ in their assessments. The two groups might have differences in personality style (Digman 1989; Goldberg 1990) , with administrators tending to be higher in agreeableness and openness than faculty members. In addition, as administrators work with administrators from the other units in the school or college, their views might shift away from their faculty and toward the norm of the other administrators through social comparisons and persuasive arguments (Isenberg 1986 ). Finally, their higher status might give them a more favorable attitude overall. In sum, administrators might respond more favorably overall than their faculty, and they might not differentiate their ratings as much in relation to whether the program is located in a design or nondesign unit. To test whether location in design or nondesign units affected planning faculty, we examined archival data and conducted a survey of planning faculty.
Data and Methods
We base our analysis of program performance and faculty satisfaction on two types of data sources, one archival and the other based on a survey of faculty members. We discuss each in turn, as well as the detailed procedure followed in the faculty survey.
Archival Data Method
Planetizen (2009) ranks U.S. graduate programs in planning. It has a reputational ranking, which comes from a survey of planning educators and practitioners; and it has an editor's ranking, which comes from assessing various aspects of programs, such as the ratio of full-time faculty to graduate students. Following complaints about earlier versions, Planetizen staff consulted with a committee of the Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning (ACSP) in preparing the 2009 version. The published guide lists the top 25 programs, but we based our analysis on rankings up to 54, noting that they might get less reliable as the numbers get higher. 4 We obtained the location of each planning program (design or nondesign unit) from the program's web site. In addition, we collected data on student-faculty member ratios. A different indicator of program ranking is the publication output as reported in Appendix 1 in Stiftel, Deden, and Bhuiyan (2004) . Even though this study only provides a snapshot in time and the two ratings do not pertain to the same year, they should provide some indication of systemic differences. Also, since our focus is on the effect of the type of program on the rating, and not so much on individual programs per se, the time lag is less important. Whereas the faculty makeup of individual programs may have changed over the five-year period, their administrative location did not.
Finally, we also considered the 2009 US News and World Report rankings of universities to which these programs belonged as an additional control.
Survey Method
Participants. A total of 108 faculty members (32.4 percent women and 66.7 percent men, 0.9 percent unreported) in planning programs in the United States and Canada took part in the survey. To get the sample, we selected three faculty members at random at each of 81 accredited planning programs in the United States and Canada from the ACSP Guide to Undergraduate and Graduate Education in Planning (2008) and the chair of each such program. We e-mailed each person an invitation to take part in the survey. The e-mail stated, "For a national study of planning programs, we're asking you to answer a few questions about your program relative to its administrative location. Your answers, name, your program and university will be kept confidential. The survey should only take 15-30 minutes and will provide information about how well planning programs do in different locations. If you are willing to participate, could you let us know if any of these time slots work for a phone interview? Please include a phone number and 2 possible contact times in your response." The e-mail offered them time slots to select, below which it stated, "We have attached a copy of the informed consent for your reference. Thanks very much. We appreciate your help." Individuals who did not respond received a second note, and if they did not respond to that, a third one. For faculty who responded, the interviewer set up a time for a computer-assisted interview. The same survey was also available for online response, which seven faculty members took advantage of.
We contacted a total of 334 faculty and chairs (heads, or program heads). Of those, 17 had retired or had the e-mail bounce. Of the remaining 317, 34.3 percent responded. For faculty members, the response rate was 28.2 percent, covering 75.3 percent of the programs. For chairs, 43.2 percent responded, representing 53.1 percent of the programs. The sample also had five deans or directors. Approximately half of the programs (47.5 percent) had only one response, 31.1 percent had two responses, 18.0 percent had three responses, and 3.3 percent had four responses.
Of our 108 valid responses, several were from the same institution, but in insufficient numbers to allow for a full multilevel analysis. We therefore reduced the sample for analysis to at most two respondents from each institution, one faculty member and one administrator. When there were multiple faculty respondents from an institution, we selected one at random. This resulted in sixty-one institutions (of eighty-one accredited planning programs) being represented, with a total of eighty-six observations. Table 1 shows characteristics of the sample and statistical comparisons of those characteristics between design and nondesign locations. Of the eighty-six observations, forty-six (53.5 percent) performed some type of administrative function (from program director, to chair, director, or dean) and forty (45.6 percent) were faculty members without any administrative responsibilities. 5 Of the faculty members, seventeen (42.5 percent) were in nondesign units and twenty-three (57.5 percent) in design units. For administrators, there was a slight majority in nondesign units, twenty-five (54.4 percent) versus twentyone in design units (45.6 percent). In the overall sample, these proportions were 48.8 percent (forty-two) for nondesign and 51.2 percent (forty-four) for design. There was no statistically significant difference between the proportions of design/nondesign between the administrator and faculty group (a two-sample test on equality of proportions does not reject the null hypothesis with p = .28).
There were significant differences in gender between proportions in design and nondesign (p = .02 for a two-sided test on equality of proportions), with a greater representation of women in design, overall fifty-four male (64.5 percent) and thirty-one female (36.5 percent).
6 Half of the respondents had the rank of Full Professor (forty-three), eighteen (20.9 percent) were Associate Professors and twenty-four (27.9 percent) Assistant Professors, and one was a Senior Lecturer. The distribution by rank was significantly different between the faculty members and the administrators, as would be expected. Of the latter, thirty-one (67.4 percent) were Full Professors. The distribution among the nonadministrator faculty members was tilted toward the junior end of the scale, with twenty-two respondents (55 percent) Assistant Professor, six (15 percent) Associate, and twelve (30 percent) Full Professors. The distribution by rank across the design and nondesign units also differed (p = .04), with programs in nondesign locations having a higher proportion of full professors (61.9 percent) and lower proportion of associate professors (9.5 percent) than programs in nondesign locations (38.6 percent Full, 31.8 percent Associate).
The average length in the program of the respondents ranged from one to forty-two years, with an overall mean of 12.9 years. The difference of this characteristic between design (11.6 years) and nondesign (14.4 years) programs was not significant (two-sample t-test with unequal variances, p = .23). Most respondents had a PhD as their terminal degree (seventy-five of eighty-four respondents, or 89.3 percent). There was no significant difference in this proportion between design and nondesign units (p = .67 for test on equality of proportions). A slight majority also had their terminal degree in Planning, fifty-one (61.5 percent of eighty-three respondents). Again, there was no significant difference between design and nondesign units (p = .59).
Respondents were also asked about their primary method of research inquiry. Overall thirty-four selected mixed methods (40 percent), twenty-nine were primarily quantitative (34.1 percent), twenty primarily qualitative (23.5 percent), and two used design inquiry (2.3 percent). There were no significant differences in this distribution between design and nondesign units (Pearson's chi-squared test with p = .60). Finally, the faculty members were offered twenty different labels for their primary area of research and teaching. Of these, four categories covered 50 percent of the eightyfour respondents: economic, international, and regional development; planning history, practice and theory (each with twelve respondents); environment and behavior; and land use, physical planning, urban design (each with nine respondents). Housing and community development has eight respondents, and citizen participation, negotiation, and urban revitalization each four. The remainder of the respondents was distributed almost evenly among the other thirteen topics.
Procedure. The survey complied with Human Subjects informed consent criteria. 7 The interviewer asked for background information about the faculty member (faculty status, years in the unit, administrative position, gender, degrees and majors, primary and secondary areas of research and teaching interests, primary methods of research). If the faculty member taught a studio or workshop, we asked about contact hours per week. Then, on 7-point scales (from very dissatisfied to very satisfied), we asked about the faculty member's satisfaction with the job, promotion and tenure decisions, leadership, fit of cultures, recognition of research, recognition of planning, and synergies in their administrative unit. A separate 7-point question asked them to rate the centrality of planning to the unit (from very central to very marginal). We asked about students from other fields taking classes in planning, about the amount of collaboration (research, projects or teaching) and field with which the faculty member collaborated, and about the physical location of the planning program relative to other programs in its administrative unit. Then came a set of questions drawn from research on institutional performance (Collins 2005) , about the performance of the Director or Dean of the unit, and about other measures of performance. For this, the interviewer read each of eleven statements, and asked the participant to indicate how much it applied to his or her unit (on a 5-point scale from very little to very much). The statements, based on the wording used in Collins (2005) , included the following: "The director or dean is humble and self-effacing, your unit hires the right people, your unit confronts the brutal facts of reality, your unit has a culture of discipline, your unit has an ethic of entrepreneurship, your unit understands what it can be best in the world in, your unit know what it can NOT be best in the world in, your unit knows what drives its resource engine, your unit knows what activities ignite faculty's passion, your unit has a clear definition of shared strengths, and your unit is focused on those shared strengths." The specific meanings of terms (such as cultures, brutal facts of reality, culture of discipline) were left for the respondent's interpretation. Finally, we had an open-ended question about anything else that would help us understand the benefits and weaknesses of the administrative location of the unit.
Results

Overall Program Performance and Program Location
We first assessed the extent to which there may be a relationship between the location of a program and its performance as measured by the Planetizen reputation rankings and the publication productivity from Stiftel, Deden, and Bhuiyan (2004) . We conducted a Kruskal-Wallis test on the extent to which the grouping of programs into design and nondesign leads to systematically different rankings on these performance indicators. We used the published list of top twenty-five programs (sixteen in design units, nine in nondesign units) from the 2009 Planetizen rankings as well as a more extensive list of the top fifty-four programs (twenty-nine design, twenty-five nondesign location) provided to us by Planetizen. The analysis found no difference in reputation ranking related to location in design or nondesign unit, but a somewhat higher rate of publication among programs located in nondesign than in design units. The analysis of ranking in relation to the design or nondesign location revealed no statistically significant difference in ranking across the two groups. However, when we considered publications, we found that for the elite top twenty-five, programs in nondesign units had higher total publications than those in design units at a marginally significant level (χ 2 = 3.60, 1 df, p = .06) and had a higher publication density-average number of publications per faculty in the program (see Stifftel, Deden, and Bhuiyan 2004, 10)-than those in design units (χ 2 = 3.82, 1 df, p = .05). It should be noted that to some extent these results may reflect a selection bias, given the makeup of the journals considered in the Stiftel, Deden, and Bhuiyan (2004) study. This included only journals listed in ISI, which does not contain many leading outlets in design and urban design. So to the extent that faculty in design units may favor these design journals, their productivity would be systematically underrepresented in the ISI sample.
In terms of student-faculty member ratios, which may be a proxy for budgetary support, we again found no significant difference between design and nondesign units. An analysis of variance did not reject the null hypothesis of equal means with p = .27.
Survey Results
Recall that we had eight questions about satisfaction (from 1 = very dissatisfied to 7 = very satisfied) and eleven statements drawn from the Collins (2005) measures of institutional performance and rated for how much each statement applied to the unit (from 1 = very little to 5 = very much).
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Given the ultimate size of the sample, each 7-point or 5-point scale did not yield sufficient variance to obtain meaningful results. As a result, we adjusted the scales in two ways for analysis. In one, we adjusted each scale to a dichotomous variable. In the other, we combined selected items into a composite scale.
First, consider the analysis for the dichotomous coding. We recoded each scale as a binary variable, taking the value of one for satisfied and very satisfied and zero otherwise (and similarly, the value of one for central and very central in the centrality question).
The proportion responses recoded as one for each of the questions is given in Table 2 , by type of unit (nondesign or design) and separated out by faculty and administrators. The latter was deemed necessary because of the significant heterogeneity between responses in each of these subsamples. When all respondents are grouped (details not shown), the only marginally significant differences were found for the question pertaining to fit to culture (p = .05), with respondents in nondesign units having a higher score.
The more interesting results are found when faculty members and administrators are considered separately. The proportion satisfied and very satisfied given in Table 2 was unanimous (1.00) for centrality of planning by faculty in nondesign units and, interestingly, for the same question by administrators in design units. Administrators in nondesign units were also unanimous in their overall job satisfaction. The difference between faculty and administrators is suggested by the majority favorable ratings for all questions among faculty in nondesign units, contrasted with the majority favorable ratings for all questions among administrators in design units. For faculty, nonfavorable ratings in design units reached a low of .10 for research synergies, .27 for recognition of planning, and .29 for fit of cultures. Overall, ratings 
Note: P&T = promotion and tenure. a n = 44 in Design, n = 42 in nondesign.
by administrators tended to be higher, with the lowest score being .40 for research synergies in nondesign units. When focusing on the difference between proportions given for design and nondesign units, further distinctions between faculty members and administrators appear. The p values for a test on equality of proportions are given in Table 3 . Faculty members had significantly higher proportions of satisfaction in the nondesign units for seven of the eight questions (overall job satisfaction was not significantly different). In contrast, for administrators, only the overall job satisfaction yielded different proportions by type of unit, with a significantly higher degree of satisfaction (unanimous) in the design units. None of the other items showed a significant difference between types of units from the administrator's perspective.
We next consider the results for the composite scale. To see if some of the items could merge to become a meaningful composite scale, we examined the interitem reliabilities. The tests revealed high interitem reliability for the full sample and for administrators and faculty separately. However, to avoid a substantial reduction in the size of the sample and to allow a two-way analysis of variance of status (faculty or administrator) by location (design or nondesign), we dropped four items that had lower response rates-satisfaction with promotion and tenure, satisfaction with leadership of the unit, the degree to which the dean or director is humble, and the degree to which your unit confronts brutal facts of reality. The Cronbach's alpha reliability test of the remaining fifteen items found high interitem reliability scores for the full sample (n = 74, α = .90), for administrators (n = 39, α = .86), and for faculty members (n = 35, α = .91). Thus, this reduced set of items could safely be combined into a composite measure. For the dependent variable in the analysis, we used the mean score of the fifteen items for each respondent.
The two-way analysis of variance revealed that administrators responded more favorably than did faculty members, programs in nondesign locations had more favorable scores than did programs in design locations, and that faculty members responded much more favorably to the nondesign location, while administrators responded somewhat more favorably to the design location. Figures 1 through 3 show the means and test statistics. The main effect of status (Figure 1 ) was statistically significant, the main effect of location (Figure 2) was not significant, but the interaction between status and location (Figure 3 ) was statistically significant. Perhaps faculty at higher ranked universities would have different scores from faculty in lower ranked universities. To account for this possibility, we ran a separate analysis that included the U.S. News and World report ratings for the universities associated with the programs. However, as some planning programs were at universities that did not make the listed ratings, we conducted two separate sets of tests, one with the sample reduced by programs at unrated universities and one in which we assigned each unrated university a rating 5 points below the lowest rating. The two analyses produced similar results, which echoed the earlier findings.
We report the results for the larger sample. After taking into account the U.S. News and World report ratings, respondents in nondesign programs had a more favorable composite score (M = 4.66, SD = 0.71, n = 38) than did respondents in design programs (M = 4.30, SD = 1.15, n = 35); administrators had a more favorable composite score (M = 4.77, SD = 0.69, n = 39) than did faculty members (M = 4.17, SD = 1.13, n = 34); and while administrators had slightly higher composite scores for design (M = 4.93, SD = 0.69, n = 18) than for nondesign locations (M = 4.64, SD = 0.68, n = 21), faculty had much higher scores in nondesign (M = 4.70, SD = 0.78, n = 17) than in design locations (M = 3.63, SD = 1.19, n = 17); F(1, 17) = 9.46, p = .007. Each main effect and interactive effect were statistically significant: Status, F(1, 68) = 9.41, p = .003; Location, F(1, 68) = 13.41, p = .000; Status × Location, F(1, 68) = 11.59, p = .001.
Discussion
The results of our analysis were mixed but in general agreement with our prior expectations. While being in a design or nondesign location did not seem to be related to the Planetizen ratings of a planning program, faculty in nondesign locations had greater publication productivity. To some extent, this is to be expected, given the stronger emphasis on refereed journal publication for performance assessment, promotion, and tenure in nondesign units. Furthermore, respondents from nondesign locations had more favorable composite evaluations than did respondents from design locations. Administrators and faculty members differed, as expected, with faculty members having dramatically lower evaluations in design units and with administrators having a moderate difference in the reverse direction.
One would need a higher response rate than 34 percent to know the degree to which the views of those who chose to respond reflect the broader faculty. However, our survey did cover faculty and administrators at most programs. Because of the sample size, the analysis could not consider other variables that might have affected the evaluations (such as the gender of the respondent, years at the university, rank, area of specialization). It is possible that observed differences in the proportion of men and women and in the rank of faculty in the design and nondesign locations might have affected the results. Additional research could shed light on this, based on a larger sample yielding greater ability to consider the range of other factors that might affect performance. It might also be interesting to gauge how faculty members and administrators in other programs in the unit assess the value of having the planning program in their unit.
The consideration of the location of planning programs has come up in the past and will likely come up again. Of course, some aspects of performance may relate to local conditions, such as the availability of resources, the quality and responsiveness of the chair and director or dean. Also, the actual meaning of "design" and "nondesign" may differ considerably, for example, in terms of how much control is in the hands of architecture versus other design professions. The definition of administrator we used combines a range of responsibilities. It includes program administrators, chairs, and directors, but the degree of autonomy granted to these positions varies considerably across institutions. This factor could not be controlled for in our study.
However, even taking into account the limitations of our study, it suggests that the faculty members in a planning unit are more satisfied professionally and feel their activities are higher valued in a nondesign location. This seems to be particularly the case in terms of research and publications.
Our findings, as limited as they may be, do suggest that the location of a planning program matters. We found the contrast between faculty and administrators intriguing, and this may warrant closer attention. Perhaps, the values of administrators differ from the start or perhaps, from working with administrators from other units, their values shift; and perhaps faculty members are unaware or not made aware of possible threats to the program that the administrators know about. In any case, administrators and faculty may need to do a better job of discussing and evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of a location. It may be that local conditions (such as the Dean or Director, or university attitudes toward planning) may be the most important factor in this respect, which our sample was not able to identify. In the interest of expanding our knowledge base, it would be useful if a concerted effort was made to obtain data from "natural experiments," that is, instances where units consider relocation or have recently relocated. Information collected before and after the event could be used to measure the effectiveness of the change based on clear performance criteria and to assess change over time. Much remains to be learned about the factors that create a supportive administrative context for a professional planning program. Our paper is a first attempt at quantifying the issue.
Notes
1. In colleges of design that have architecture and one or more of the other environmental design professions, architecture is usually the largest and thus most dominant unit. 2. Environmental design researchers, many of whom are planners, are similar to planners in that they take an evidence-based approach. The scale and type of problems they address may differ, but like physical planners, they focus on the physical environment. 3. For example, University of Minnesota (2008), Texas A&M University (2008) . For Landscape Architecture and Horticulture, Temple University (2009) considers the traditional academic measures of "research and publication and "types of scholarly professional, and creative pursuits" such as "juried creative work," "awards in juried professional design competitions," and "juried exhibits of creative work." See also Forsyth and Crewe (2006) for a discussion of tenure criteria. 4. In response to our request, Chris Steins provided the 2009 Planetizen's rankings to us, if we agreed to keep the program names confidential. 5. The survey did not ask if the respondent had been an administrator in the past. To the extent that this may have been the case, and former administrators think more like administrators than like faculty, it would have lessened the difference between faculty and administrator respondents. Since we find a significant difference in many instances, any such influence does not seem to have affected our results. 6. The overall gender distribution of our sample was not significantly different from the distribution of full-time faculty in PAB-accredited master's programs. Using data for 2009, provided by Shonahg Merits (PAB 2009) the national distribution is 66.6 percent male (458) and 33.4 percent female (230). A test on equality of proportions yielded a chi-squared value of 0.19
(1 df) with a p value of .66. It was not possible to assess the representativeness of the other dimensions of respondent characteristics because of a lack of published national data. 7. An interviewer asked potential participants if they had read the informed consent form. If not, the interviewer read it to them. It stated that the study was evaluating administrative locations of planning programs, told how many questions and how long it would take to complete, let them know that their participation was voluntary, and they could withdraw any time they wanted, that any identifying information would be kept separate from their answers, and it explained that we did not intend to gather information about specific individuals, planning programs, schools/ colleges or universities, and that if the results are made public, we would protect the identity of all participants, programs, schools/ colleges, and universities. If the person agreed to participate, the interviewer proceeded with the interview. People who completed the online version of the survey received the same instructions and could check a box if they agreed to participate. 
